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Abstract

Can speakers explicitly cue addressees to multiple meanings of concepts? In
order to address this issue, I examine a set of markers (bimlo muvan hamila,
be'emet, literali, as written and pronounced in Hebrew, as well as the
negation marker /o). On the basis of experimental findings and naturalistic
data, I argue that these markers cue addressees to activate low-salience
meanings (the low-salience marking hypothesis). On encountering these
markers, addressees' attention is drawn to additional meanings of concepts -
meanings low on salience, which may otherwise be lost in the comprehension
process. Consider the following examples (markers appear in italics and
marked concepts in bold, for convenience):

1. In the taxis in New York, the meter be'emet ticks. 3,000 taxi drivers in the
Big Apple activated their meters in an illegal manner and deceived passengers
in 8.3 million dollars. (Haaretz, 14/3/10, my translation, S.G.)

2. tov, ma nisgar? o0 be'ecem, ma /o nisgar?
ok, what is closed? Or actually, what neg. is closed?
'What's going on/happening? Or actually what isn't closed?' (Y.M. 29/7/10,
uttered in an elevator whose doors kept opening and closing incessantly)

In examples (1) and (2), the Hebrew markers be'‘emet (truly, lit."in truth™)
and /o (neg.), draw attention to less salient meanings of ticks and ma nisgar.
In addition to the salient meanings of 'runs/works/operates' and 'what's going
on/happening?', the less salient meanings 'fooling someone, causing them
harm or damage' and 'is closed' are also activated. Salient meanings enjoy
cognitive prominence due to experiential familiarity, frequency,
conventionality, or prototypicality and get activated instantly when the
relevant stimulus is encountered. Less-salient meanings, albeit coded, are less
prominent (due to being less familiar, less prototypical, less frequent and/or
less conventional and are therefore slower to get activated (The Graded
Salience Hypothesis; Giora 1997, 2003). In order to speed up the process of
their activation, these meanings can (and sometimes must) be marked.

Two off-line experiments and a corpus-based study were designed to
test the low-salience marking hypothesis which falls out of the graded
salience hypothesis. In the two off-line experiments, participants were
presented with sentences followed by a 7 point scale with different plausible
(salient and low-salience) interpretations instantiated at each end of the scale.
Participants were asked to rate the proximity of the interpretations presented
at the scale’s ends to the interpretation of the given sentence. Sentences
were presented in isolation, that is, outside of a specific context, and either
included a marker (in final position) or not (3-4, translated for convenience):

3. I'll be done with it in a day or two/I'll de done with it in a day or two, literally
4. She is a mother / She is a mother in the full sense of the word

Results show that ratings of items including a marker received lower scores,
indicating their distance from the salient meaning (M=3.29, SE=0.29, where



7=salient meaning) compared to items not including a marker, which were
closer to the salient meaning (M=5.61, SE=0.18), {23)=9.19, p<0.001.
Similar results were obtained in Experiment 2: (M=2.63, SE=0.23) with a
marker and (M=5.99, SE=0.18) without a marker, {23)=9.70, p<0.001.

In the corpus-based study, an additional marker was tested, fartey
masma (lit. "double meaning"). The aim of the test was to ascertain whether
the marker calls attention to two meanings that are equally salient (as may be
deduced from the marker's semantics) or, whether, as naturalistic data
suggest, it draws attention to a less salient meaning. All the materials in this
study were based on naturally occurring examples in which, originally,
concepts were modified by the marker in question. The procedure followed
that of Experiment 1 and 2, however, sentences did not include the marker.
Results show that concepts were rated as having a preferred (salient)
meaning (M=5.97, SE=0.15), {31)=13.37, p<0.001, indicating that in the
naturally occurring cases, in which they were modified by tartey masma, the
marker was used to draw attention to the other, less-salient meaning.

Taken together, lab results, corpus-based findings, and naturally
occurring examples, support the hypothesis that the markers tested here
draw attention to less salient meanings.



Acknowledgements

I would like to express my gratitude to my supervisors, Prof. Rachel Giora and
Dr. Dafna Bergerbest. Prof. Giora's views concerning psycholinguistics and
research methodology have, and continue to be, a source of inspiration and
challenge. It has been a privilege working under her supervision and learning
from her expertise in the field of language comprehension. I am grateful to
Prof. Giora for her open-minded, welcoming attitude and enthusiasm. Our
discussions about figurative and literal language, salience and context or
language and gender were always eye-opening and, I dare to add, fun. I
thank Prof. Giora for her constant feedback and greatly appreciate the time
and effort she has put into reading numerous drafts of this work. I am
grateful to Dr. Bergerbest for extending my knowledge in cognitive science
and, in particular, for her suggestions, advice and help in the stages of
developing the experimental design and data analysis thereafter. I especially
wish to thank Dr. Bergerbest for making herself available for consultation
even while on maternity leave.

I would like to thank Prof. Mira Ariel and Prof. Yael Ziv for taking time off
from their busy schedules to act as judges in the defense stage of my
proposal. I thank them both for sharing their insights which were valuable in
the final writing stages. I would also like to thank Prof. Julia Horvath for
providing answers to some syntactic queries and to Prof. Outi Bat-El for
sharing naturally occurring examples and suggesting possible analyses. The
experimental stage of my work was greatly facilitated with the help of Prof.
Tal Siloni, Lior Laks, Julie Fadlon, Ari Drucker, Yael Mishani, Gal Belzitsman,
Dana Idan, and Bruno Nicenboim. I would like to thank all the students and
colleagues who shared relevant examples they came across. I realize that
much of this has been made possible due to the supportive atmosphere
fostered by the staff, teachers and students of the linguistics department at
Tel-Aviv University.

I thank Jenny Birger, Elad Livnat, Mor Kandlik-Eltanani, Liron Lavi, Ella Glass,
Galia Rattner for sharing their knowledge, ideas and suggestions, and for all
their help along the way.

Lastly, I wish to thank my family for their active involvement, as readers,
editors, listeners, spectators, critics and supporters. This involvement has
been invaluable to the entire process, from the initial idea to its
implementation and final outcome. Thank you for making this process a
shared experience and for investing your interest, thought and care whenever
I was in need of assistance. I wish, in particular, to thank my parents, Libit
and Alon, for their encouragement and help. I look forward to our future
jokes made possible due to the duality of meaning in language.



Table of contents:

Abstract (English)
Acknowledgments
Table of Contents
. Introduction
. Theoretical framework
. Low-salience marking
3.1 Drawing attention to less salient meanings
3.2 Explicit marking — the case of /iterally
3.3 Low-salience markers in Hebrew
3.3.1 The negation marker no — /o
3.3.2 bimlo muvan hamila— in the full sense of the word
3.3.3 be'emet — truly/in truth
4. Testing the low-salience marking hypothesis experimentally
4.1 Experiment 1
4.2 Experiment 2
4.3 Considering additional processing models
5. Additional empirical findings
5.1 tartey masma — double meaning
5.2 Google search based experiment
6. General discussion
References
Appendices (in Hebrew)
A. Item pairs and interpretations (Experiment 1 & 2)
B. Items and interpretations (Google search experiment)
C. List of URLs and contexts found in Google search
Abstract (Hebrew)

WN =

Table of figures:

Figure 1: Meaning salience ratings in -/+ marker conditions
(Experiment 1)

Figure 2: Meaning salience ratings in -/+ marker conditions
(Experiment 2)

Figure 3: Meaning salience ratings in Experiment 1 and 2
(comparison)

D DN NNNEFRE R ERPRRR R R
= 0! U'le—tkogoooo\wNHo\lO\U'l-b.hl—tl—nl

16

17

18



1. Introduction

The aim of this study is to offer an answer to the following question: How can
speakers draw addressees' awareness to multiple meanings of words or
phrases uttered in discourse? Stated in terms of lexical access, can speakers
cue addressees to assign an additional meaning to a concept? In order to
answer this question, I first present the graded salience hypothesis and the
predictions following from it with regards to lexical access of salient and less
salient meanings. Working within this cognitive framework, I refer to cueing
addressees to additional or multiple meanings of a concept as the mechanism
of low-salience marking, the mechanism whereby, in addition to a salient
meaning, a less salient meaning is also prompted (section 2).

Following this theoretical discussion, I will present the phenomenon of
low-salience marking focusing on naturally occurring examples of explicit low-
salience marking - the use of explicit modifiers to mark low-salience. I
examine uses of /iterally (in English), /o, bimlo muvan hamila and be‘emet (in
Hebrew), referring to these as /low-salience markers on the basis of the
mechanism stated above (section 3). In section 4, I present two off-line
experiments which tested the predictions of the low-salience marking
hypothesis with respect to these markers and evaluate additional lexical
access and processing models in light of the results. In section 5, I present a
corpus-based study conducted for an additional marker, tartey masma.
General discussion and conclusions are presented in section 6.

2. Theoretical framework

The graded salience hypothesis (Giora 1997, 2003) assumes that language
comprehension involves two distinct mechanisms that run in parallel: A
bottom-up linguistic mechanism (lexical access) that is modular and stimulus
driven, and a top-down, contextual mechanism that is inferential and
integrative in nature which accumulates information that has already been
processed and interfaced with other cognitive processes. For a meaning to be
salient — to be foremost on one's mind — it needs to be coded in the mental
lexicon and enjoy prominence due to exposure: The more frequent, familiar,
conventional, or prototypical a meaning the more salient it is. Salient
meanings are computed directly from the mental lexicon, “irrespective of
inferences drawn on the basis of contextual information" (Giora 2003: 18).
However, access is ordered: Salient meanings get activated instantly when
the relevant stimulus is encountered; less-salient meanings, albeit coded, are
slower to get activated because they are less prominent (due to being less
familiar, less prototypical, less frequent, and/or less conventional). Therefore,
at times, their activation may not reach a threshold.

The following example, originally in Hebrew, cited in Giora 2003: 19,
illustrates this hierarchy:

Iddo and Omri (both aged 7 years 8 months and both native speakers of Hebrew)
are eating supper together. Iddo fetches himself a glass of juice out of the
refrigerator.



1. Omri: I want to drink, too.
Iddo's mother: Iddo, toci lo et ha-mic
[intended, compositional meaning: 'take the juice out (of the refrigerator) for
him]
Iddo (laughingly): ha...ha... le-hoci lo et ha-mic
[non intended, idiomatic meaning: 'to take/squeeze the juice out of him' —
meaning 'to drive one crazy']!

Iddo's response suggests that he accessed the idiomatic meaning of the
phrase /e-hoci lo et ha-mic, in addition to its compositional, literal, one. Note
that the idiomatic meaning is not compatible with the context and yet could
not be ignored on account of, and indeed attesting to, its salience. In their
study on familiar and less familiar figurative language, Giora and Fein (1999)
found that participants completed as many fragmented words related to an
idiomatic meaning of familiar idioms embedded in literally biasing contexts as
they did words related to the compositional meaning. These findings suggest
that the idiomatic meanings of familiar idioms are salient. Indeed, Van de
Voort and Vonk (1995) found that familiar idioms are automatically processed
idiomatically and Gibbs (1980) reported that idioms such as spill the beans
were read faster in an idiomatically biasing context than in a literally biasing
one.

Familiar idioms are but one example of collocations - words which
regularly co-occur and which, together, have a fixed meaning, one that has
become conventionalized. Additional examples for collocations are (a) familiar,
conventionalized metaphors or figurative phrases such as /isbor et haros
meaning 'wrack one’s brain’/'make an effort/strain oneself [over a problem]'
or (b) Situational Bound Utterances (SBUs) such as talk to you later. SBUs
“are highly conventionalized, prefabricated pragmatic units whose occurrence
is tied to standardized communicative situations" (Kecskés 2000: 606). In
American English talk to you later, uttered on departure, is commonly used in
its functional meaning (saying good-bye) without any commitment to its
compositional meaning (talking later). Due to the large amount of formulaic
and automatic language in discourse (Fillmore 1976) it has been claimed that
"[n]Jowadays speakers in conventional speech situations tend to do more
'remembering' than 'putting together'” (Kecskés 2000: 606). Indeed, "it is
always possible to treat even tightly idiomatic phrases as if they were capable
of analysis into smaller units" (Partington 2009: 1799), however, because
discourse is largely made up of preconstituted blocks of language (not
necessarily idiomatic, see for example Bolinger 1972; Erman & Warren 2001),
the default mode of interpreting discourse follows a phraseological principle
which is less time and effort consuming (on the phraseological principle see
Sinclair 1987, 1991, 2004). Indeed, salience is indifferent to either the length
of an entry in the lexicon or to its (degree of) literalness. A salient meaning
can be literal or figurative because salient meanings of single words as well as
collocations are not determined by this factor; rather it is the factors of

! Originally noted by Mira Ariel, February 1998.



familiarity, frequency, conventionality, and prototypicality, among others that
determine degree of salience.

Unlike homonyms (e.g. the word bat which is ambiguous between a
'mammal bat' and a 'baseball bat'), which necessitate an immediate resolution
of the ambiguity they give rise to, polysemous meanings contribute to one
another, enriching a concept (Frazier & Rayner 1990). Indeed it would be
strange for someone who sincerely wishes to state that s/he will talk to you
/ater to somehow mean only that s/he will 'talk to you in a while', but NOT
'goodbye’. The situational bound meaning of falk to you later and its literal,
compositional meaning, or the conventionalized metaphoric meaning of /isbor
et haros and its literal, compositional meaning of physically 'breaking one's
head', are related to one another and can therefore be referred to as
polysemous meanings.

Given the possibility of speakers intending addressees to activate
multiple meanings, a pragmatic question arises: How can speakers help
addressees to consciously consider a number of intended meanings of a
stimulus (i.e., when various, related senses of a concept are contextually
appropriate or intended)? Are there linguistic cues that direct attention to
intended meaning(s) in discourse? This pragmatic question can also be stated
in cognitive terms regarding lexical access. In the event that a salient
meaning, accessed automatically, is appropriate in a given context, no further
processing of the polysemous concept will be necessary. In other words, less-
salient but potentially appropriate meanings are not expected to get activated
immediately (if at all). In order to draw attention to less salient meanings, it
thus follows, speakers must resort to MARKing these meanings in some way
(for a similar view, see Kay 1987; Lakoff 1973 & Rosch 1978). Indeed while
the graded salience hypothesis predicts the same graded, salience-based,
process of lexical access for homonyms as well as polysemous stimuli, it is the
nature of the latter that allows for certain meanings or senses to be lost in
comprehension. Consider, for instance, the case of someone uttering falk to
you later which, in addition to saying ‘goodbye' also means 'talk to you in a
while'.

Using the same priming techniques used to study the processing of
homonyms (see for instance Swinney 1979), Williams (1992) examined
whether the various meanings of polysemous adjectives (e.g., firm as in 'solid'
or firm as in 'strict’) are functionally independent during processing. Williams
found that, for the "central meanings" of the words (7irm as in 'solid"), effects
were visible as long as 1100 msec following the prime onset.? However, no
significant priming of targets related to "non- central meanings" (firm as in
'strict") was found in /rrelevant contexts. This happened despite the fact that
both types of targets were equally primed when the prime was presented in
isolation. Explaining these results in terms of salience, we can state that while

2 See also Frazier & Rayner (1990) who found immediate reliable effects of competition for
homonyms but not for words with multiple senses and Pickering and Frisson (2001) who

found that processing difficulty with the subordinate sense of a polysemous verb relative to
the dominant sense did not emerge until much after the critical verb was first encountered.



the salient meaning of a polysemous concept is always accessed immediately,
the less-salient meaning is only accessed if necessary, e.g., if the salient
meaning fails to meet contextual fit. At this point, one may wonder: If a
speaker uses firm in its 'solid' meaning but, /in addition, wishes to refer to the
"non-central" meaning 'strict’, can she guarantee its access? Speakers have,
of course, the costly option of spelling out their intentions such as in the
following example:

2. I got your letter and I don't just mean that I received it but that I understood
it. (reconstructed from memory)

In (2) the speaker spells out both meanings of got your letter; 'received' and
'understood’, but is this spelling out the only means available? In the next
section I deal with these questions.

3. Low-salience marking
3.1 Drawing attention to less salient meanings

Speakers often exploit the polysemous nature of words and phrases. Consider
the following example:

3. When he was sure the street was empty he dodged into the hedge, forcing
his way in amidst the jasmine and violets, and stood motionless: If there was
a dog in the house — other than its owner, of course — it would now fill the
universe with barking. But not a whisper came out of the silence. (Mahfouz,
1961/1984: 49).

Perhaps the most obvious way of directing attention to additional meanings is
by adding context. In example (3) the literal meaning of dog; 'canine’, is
salient, foremost on our mind, and therefore gets accessed automatically.
However, additional information allows us to also home in on the less salient,
metaphoric meaning of this concept. In this way, the remark about the owner
of the house being a dog himself is explicit enough to call attention to the
figurative meaning of the word. In spoken discourse, another way of ensuring
that additional meanings of concepts are accessed is to indicate their correct
spelling as in the following commonly attested Hebrew example:

4. haytali he'ara  be-alef
had to me comment in alef [=X] [insight]
'l had a comment, spelled with A" = 'T had an insight'

The word heara spelled: NTXN, when pronounced by many Hebrew speakers
cannot be distinguished from N1Yin, because Hebrew glottal stop (x) and
pharyngeal fricative (V) are both pronounced by many as the vowel 'a'.
However, the former meaning, 'insight’, is less salient than the latter meaning,
'‘comment’ (we have comments quite often but insights are rarer). By

notifying the addressee, a listener, of the correct spelling, the speaker

ensures that the addressee becomes aware not only of the salient meaning



but also of the less salient meaning of the phonological string s/he has heard.
In both of the above examples, it is the added /nformation which explicitly
invites addressees to access the less salient meaning. Would it also be
possible to linguistically MARK less salient meanings? In the following section
I examine such cases.

3.2 Explicit marking — the case of /iterally

Consider the following example which instantiates explicit low-salience
marking:

5. Joakim Noah Critic eats his words... /iterally. Two years ago, Chicago
Tribune columnist Rick Morrissey wrote that Bulls first-round draft pick Joakim
Noah would never become a productive NBA player. In fact, Morrissey was so
certain the ex-Gator forward would be an NBA bust that he said he would
slather his June 2007 column with salsa and eat it if Noah ever turned out to
be a "useful" basketball player. Flash-forward to today, where Noah is
averaging 11.4 points and 12.4 rebounds in 32 minutes of action. That's right;
a man of his word, Morrissey showed up at the Bulls' practice facility with
offending column and salsa in hand, and ate a small chunk of the Tribune
newspaper in front of a beaming Noah.
(http://sports.yahoo.com/nba/blog/ball dont lie/post/Joakim-Noah-critic-
eats-his-words-literally?urn=nba,201747/ By J.E. Skeets Wed Nov 11, 2009)

Example (5) illustrates the classic use of /iterally where the figurative meaning
of some expression has to be replaced by a literal one. Here the use of
literally informs the reader that the meaning of eats his words is not intended
only in its idiomatic reading ('retract/regret what one has said"); rather, in
addition, the marker calls attention to a literal, compositional interpretation
wherein the verb “eat” denotes 'chewing, swallowing and digesting'. Stated in
terms of salience, /iterally draws attention to a compositional literal meaning
which is, in this case, less-salient than the coded idiomatic meaning of the
collocation eat one’s words. Note that both meanings are necessary for a full
interpretation of the phrase eats his words as it is used in this context.
However, only one meaning, the less salient one, must be marked so that the
hearer does not remain "stuck" with the idiomatic meaning only.

Originally, Giora proposed to reanalyze /iterally as signaling that a
salient meaning should be rejected as the intended meaning in favor of a less
salient one, regardless of literality/figurativity (see Ariel 2010: 226, where
Ariel first presents Giora's proposal regarding /iterally). I now, suggest to
rephrase the original proposal so that it focuses only on the marker's effect on
the less salient meaning; /iterally signals to the addressee to pay attention to
the less salient meaning; only after this stage will it be possible for the
addressee to decide whether to reject the salient meaning as the intended
meaning or not. Additional support for this view can be found in examples
where /iterally draws attention to a less salient but non-/itera/ meaning of a
non-literal stimulus. Example (6) is illustrative in this respect:

6. Logan: Basically, he told me to hit the road.



Rory: And you took him /iterally. (Gilmore Girls TV show, 18/2/10)

In the dialogue in example (6), the first speaker uses Ait the road in its
idiomatic meaning, 'to get going/depart/get on the road'; specifically, here,
the first speaker is recounting that he has just been fired from his job. When
the second speaker wonders whether the first speaker took it /iterally she
does not mean that the first speaker used force to slap the road. Instead, she
refers to another non-literal meaning of the idiom; 'begin a journey/drive a
long a long distance' to see her. Here, /iterally draws attention to a less
salient figurative meaning of the idiom, not a literal compositional meaning.
Examples such as (6), then, show that /iterally is a low-salience marker,
namely, /iterally cues less-salient meanings rather than literal meanings of
figurative expressions (see Ariel 2002 and Gibbs 1994 for a critique of the
view that literal properties of words and concepts are easily defined).

Following Giora (1997, 2003, personal communication), there seems to
be a need for a procedure constraining the choice of meaning, where multi-
meanings of a stimulus differ in terms of degree of salience. Such a
mechanism signals that the initial outputs of the automatic process of
decoding (i.e., the salient meaning retrieved from the lexicon) should undergo
a process of 'recoding'. This procedure can be referred to as the mechanism
of explicitly cueing /low-salience. Breaking down the theoretical prediction into
three, we can state the following: (a) Linguistic systems should include low-
salience markers which are verbal markers that raise awareness to less salient
meanings; the underlying assumption, relevant to communication in general,
is that cooperative communicators use such modifiers as tools to alert their
addressees to meanings which would be otherwise lost due to the automatic
nature of processing and so, (b) on encountering these markers, addressees'
attention will be drawn to meanings lower in salience; consequently (c) such
markers will speed up activation of low-salience meanings, ensuring they are
not lost in comprehension. Within a cognitive framework, this process can be
analyzed as follows: The marker prompts the activation of low salient
meanings which, unlike salient meanings, are not activated immediately
without a cue. The present study is limited to testing predictions (a) and (b),
using off-line measurements and corpus findings. Further on-line research is
needed to establish the feasibility of prediction (c).

3.3 Low-salience markers in Hebrew

As mentioned above, in this study I examine Hebrew markers such as /iterali,
equivalent to the English “literally” (as written and pronounced in Hebrew, see
section 4), the Hebrew negation marker /o, and other Hebrew markers such
as bimlo muvan hamila (in the full sense of the word”), be'emet ("in truth”)
and tartey masma (“double meaning”/”double entendre”, see section 5). I
refer to all of these as low-salience markers following the mechanism of /fow-
sallence marking and claim that these markers can be used to mark less
salient meanings of the stimuli within their scope. For the purpose of this
study, these markers make up a functional class and are referred to as such.
Having said that, it is important to stress that I do not assume that the



function I discuss here is the sole or even central role of these markers.
Indeed, only a thorough corpora search of all attested uses would suffice to
make such a claim. I, however, predict that these markers can be used in
such a way.

Having discussed /iterally in section 2, I will now discuss the markers /o,
bimlo muvan hamila and be'emet. The examples presented below exemplify
the role of these various markers, relevant to this study, which is to draw
attention to an additional meaning of the stimulus within their scope.

3.3.1 The negation marker — /o

Before discussing examples of negation drawing attention to less salient
meanings, it is first necessary to present the prevailing assumptions in
psycholinguistics with regards to negation. It is currently assumed that
negation suppresses concepts falling within its scope causing them to be
discarded from the mental representation by reducing their accessibility
(Hasson & Glucksberg 2006; Kaup, Ludtke & Zwaan, 2006; MacDonald & Just
1989, among others; for a review, see Giora 2006). Findings show that when
enough processing time has been allowed, negated concepts were
suppressed and replaced by an opposite concept. For instance, a door that
was said to be "not open" was eventually represented as "closed" (Kaup,
Lidtke & Zwaan 2006; Mayo, Schul & Burnstein 2004). It has however,
alternatively been suggested that suppression is optional and depends on
speakers' goals and discourse requirements (Giora 2006). In addition to its
role in rejection and denial, negation can be used for emphatic effects such as
intensifying or highlighting the information within its scope (for additional
roles of negation and examples see Giora 2006). Thus, under the
SUPRRESSION/RETENTION HYPOTHESIS rejection via negation does not
obligatorily reduce accessibility of the negated concept which may be retained
in the mental representation (Giora, Fein et al. 2007; Giora, Fein et al. 2005
for mitigation effects of negation).

It has further been shown by Giora, Fein et al. (2010) that, rather than
suppressing, negation generates the figurativeness of concepts falling within
its scope. The study discusses a set of metaphors (such as 7 and 9 below)
which behave differently from regular metaphors, whose metaphoricity is
communicated in both their affirmative and negative versions (see for
instance Hasson & Glucksberg 2006). This unique set of metaphors are
understood metaphorically when they appear in their negated versions rather
than in their affirmative versions. The two following sets of minimal pairs
appeared in the study:

7. You tell me what to do all of the time, what to say, where to hide, and what
to do. I am not your wife, I am not your maid, I'm not someone that you
can lay your demands [on] all of [the] time, I'm sick of this, it's going to stop!
(Blige, 2007)

8. No, mum. I am your maid. It is you, who picked me. It is my job to attend
to you, mum. (Summerfield, 1998)



It is clear that while in (7), the information within the scope of negation is
intended nonliterally, it is understood only literally in (8), where it is not
preceded or marked by negation. Utterances such as I am not your maid can
only be understood, claim the authors, if addressees process non-literal
interpretations for the concept falling within the scope of negation. In so
doing, addressees clearly do not suppress the concept of "maid" falling within
the scope of negation; they, however, need to understand it in a figuratively-
related way.

Still, rather than conceiving of this difference in terms of degree of
(non)literality, we can conceptualize this in terms of degree of salience. In (7)
the negation marker draws attention to the less salient meaning of 'being a
maid' —i.e., "someone that you can lay your demands [on] all of [the] time”
precisely by negating it; it is the less salient meaning that is being rejected or
denied rather than the salient, here literal one, related to 'an employed
woman hired to do her job'. Again, instead of arguing that negation induces
metaphoricity we can contend, more generally, that negation draws attention
to the less salient meaning of the concept within its scope. Consider examples
(9-10) cited in Giora et al. (2010):

9. "Tell TBS this is notfood. They should concentrate on checking upon
foodstuff imports many of which are expired or sub-standard or unfit for
human consumption," said stall holder Saidi Abdallah Umbe. (BBC News,
2003)

10. This is food, and this is how you eat it. (Chamberlain, 2005)

Here too the negation marker in (9) draws attention to a less salient, again
metaphoric, meaning of food ("foodstuff fit for human consumption"), a
meaning not relevant in the affirmative counterpart (10).

However, in order to convincingly show that negation, like the other
markers I discuss below, directs attention to /ess salient meanings, be they
nonliteral or literal, it is necessary to show that negation can also draw
attention to less salient /itera/ meanings. Consider the following:?

11.tov, ma nisgar? 0 be'ecem, ma /o nisgar?
ok, what is closed? Or actually, what neg. is closed?
'Ok, what's going on? Or actually what isn't closed?'
(Y.M. 29/7/10, uttered in an elevator whose doors kept opening and closing
incessantly)

By adding the negation to the collocation, the less salient, compositional
meaning of 'what isn closed', is activated. In addition to the salient meaning
of 'what's going on?',* the less salient meanings 'is closed' is also activated.® It

3 Examples of this type appear also in the literature on metalinguistic negation, as in the case
of Horn's example (1989: 373): Who was that lady I saw you with last night? That was no
lady; that was my wife!

* When used in the past tense the idiom ma nisgar? can also mean 'what was the decision?"



could be suggested that it is not the use of negation itself that prompts the
less salient meaning, but rather modifying the collocation. Consider, however,
the following contrived examples:®

12. a. Ok ma nisgar? bircinut! ma la'azazel nisgar?!
ok what is closed?  Seriously! What the hell is closed?!
'Ok what's going on? Seriously! What the hell is going on?!'

b. Ofir has been waiting a long time for his X-ray results. Getting
impatient, he mutters:
ma nisgar?
What s closed?
'What's going on?'

Another patient also waiting overhears him and replies:
ata mitkaven ma /o nisgar. ha-eksray lo  oved.
You mean  what neg. is closed. The X-ray neg. work.
'You mean what isn't going on. The X-ray isn't working."'
#'You mean what isn't closed. The X-ray isn't working.'

Example (12a) demonstrates that modifying a collocation does not necessarily
entail access of an additional meaning. The use of "la'azazel" merely serves to
emphasize the collocation's salient, figurative meaning, not it's compositional
one. Example (12b) demonstrates that negation can be used in the very same
phrase as an operator reversing the affirmative, depending on speakers'
intentions and needs. In (11) the use of negation combined with knowledge
of the situation of elevator doors closing and opening continuously invites this
additional processing of meaning. Note that the affirmative ma nisgar on its
own was not felt by the speaker to invite an additional meaning; the speaker
negated the collocation thereby marking it as a concept that has an additional
contextually appropriate meaning.

Another example of negation drawing attention to a less salient meaning is
found in the following instance:

13. Brennan: Yeah, I understand.
Booth: No, you say you understand but you dont (Bones TV show, 5/2/10)

Or the shorter version many may have come across: I understand, No, you
don't. Such examples are cases of negating SBUs (consider also: 7/ talk to
you later. No, you won't, I share in your loss. No, you don't. etc.). In rejecting
Brennan's comment, Booth draws attention to the less salient meaning of the
SBU, namely, the non ritualized interpretation of "I understand". Brennan may

> Note that Or actually acts here as a hedge and suggests the speaker is considering a
change in her original utterance. However, the use of this hedge, by itself, would not prompt
access of the less-salient meaning.

® See also 4.1 below and the discussion regarding Van de Voort and Vonk's study (1995)
which showed that not any insertion within the linear order of a collocation results in a loss of
the collocation's meaning.



be genuine in wanting to show empathy but that is not equivalent to
understanding. In cases when the show of empathy is all that is called for,
the less salient meaning of making sense of what one is saying would not
come to mind.

3.3.2 bimlo muvan hamila — in the full sense of the word’
Consider the following example:

14. When she'd gone he moved into the reception room and flung himself down
on one of the sofas. Now he was alone /in the full sense of the word, without
even his books, which he'd left with Sheikh Ali. (Mahfouz, 1961/1984: 90).

In the English translation of what is originally an Arabic text, the phrase in the
full sense of the word calls for the most comprehensive meaning of alone, a
meaning indicating both the salient meanings (‘having no one else around")
and the less salient meaning ('being deserted or isolated'). This use can be
considered as an instance of low-salience marking because in creating the
"full sense of the word", the less salient meaning is also called for. Consider
also the following Hebrew example:

15. keta kore'a bi-mlo muvan ha- mila
piece tearing in-full sense the- word
(http://www.flix.co.il/tapuz/bezeqint/showVideo.asp?m=3069002)

This title of a video clip was followed by the explanation: 7he mission — to
manage to tear up a phone book in 3 seconds. In this case the marker creates
an expectation for a play on the word korea that has both a salient
metaphoric meaning of 'causing extreme laughter' similar to the English idiom
'to split one's sides' as well as a less salient literal meaning of 'tearing apart'.
Indeed it is the use of the marker that invites the reference to tearing a book
and renders this meaning easier to process than it would have been had the
marker not been used. Note that in the absence of a marker, there could still

7 Note that additional, similar modifiers exist in Hebrew, such as bamuvan hamecumcam se/
hamila;, 'in the narrow sense of the word'. While similar in form, these modifiers are not used
to mark less salient meanings (consider also 'in the wide sense of the word' or 'in the deep
sense of the word":

He told her that these were not letters /in the narrow sense of the word, rather pages out of a
book that he would like to write. (Marquez, 1989: 325, my translation s.G.)

This example attests to the fact that not any such modifier, meaning any additional linguistic
information that refers to semantic meaning, is necessarily a salience shifting device. It is
evident that the narrowed down meaning (as opposed to the full one), does not raise
awareness to a less salient meaning of 'letters' but rather activates a non-salient (i.e., not

coded), new meaning.
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be a shift of attention to the less salient meaning. However, as in example (3)
section 3.1, the shift could be too subtle, causing temporary confusion.

3.3.3 be'emet— truly/in truth

The word be‘emet ('truly, really, actually', lit. "in truth"), traditionally
considered an adverb, has both referential and interactional uses. Be'emet
can be used both to emphasize something that has happened 'She really left'
as well as to show commitment to what has been said 'I really mean it' (on
stance taking in Hebrew via be'emet, see Maschler and Estlein 2008). Though
less common, my corpus findings reveal that be'‘emet can also be used to
draw attention to less salient meanings, as can been seen in 16-18 below:

16. In the taxis in New York, the meter be'emet ticks. 3,000 taxi drivers in the
Big Apple activated their meters in an illegal manner and deceived passengers
in 8.3 million dollars (Haaretz, 14/3/10, my translation S.G.)

In (16) the marker be'emet draws attention to the less salient meaning of
ticks (in Hebrew). In addition to the salient meaning 'works/runs/operates',®
the less salient, more colloquial meaning of 'screw someone over' is also
activated. It is to this latter, less salient meaning of ticks, which be‘emet
draws attention to as is attested in the sentence which follows, explaining
how passengers were deceived.

17. This physician be'emet has no borders (Gossip Gir/ TV show, my translation
from the Hebrew subtitles S.G.)

The salient meaning of the conventional Hebrew collocation X Aas no
borders refers to 'having no boundaries/limits'. In this example the doctor
who has just made a sensational public announcement also happens to
volunteer for "Physicians without Borders". In (17) be'emet draws attention to
the less salient meaning of the phrase, a compositional literal meaning. We
can see then that when negation is itself part of a figurative collocation,
another modifier can be used to bring out the less salient compositional,
literal meaning of the phrase.

18. Speaker A: If you have any questions, I'm here
Speaker B: That's right, you are be'emet here
(G.B. 3/8/10, my translation S.G.)

The salient meaning of I'm hereis 'l am around/I can assist'. This collocation
was uttered by the first speaker after having explained to the second speaker
how to fill in a form. The second speaker in the dialogue notes that the first
speaker is not only 'there to assist' but is, in fact, physically right beside her.

8 Note that this present tense form is pervasive for this type of use, such as in the case of
ha-Sa‘on dofek, meaning 'the clock ticks'.
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In using be'emet the speaker modifies the collocation 'I'm right here', raising
awareness to the less salient, but also contextually appropriate, meaning of
the utterance.

4. Testing the low-salience marking hypothesis experimentally

The aim of the experimental part of the research was to test readers’
response to low-salience markers. The experiments were designed to test the
prediction that these markers alert addressees to less salient meanings of the
stimuli within their scope. After having looked at what speakers are doing in
discourse, the experiments focus on the effect of such markers on
addressees' understanding. But first, a few general considerations are in order.

There is no disagreement that context plays an important role in
disambiguation and that it can predict oncoming information of even specific
lexical items or words (Beeman, Bowden & Gernsbacher 2000; Federmeier
2007; Federmeier & Kutas 1999; Peleg, Giora & Fein 2001). The debate
revolves around the question of when, during comprehension, context "kicks
in" (for a review, see Giora 2003). In order to show that low-salience markers,
on their own, can affect meaning shift, it is necessary to test their effects in a
minimally informative context, namely, outside of any biasing, predictive, or
priming context. Indeed it is under such circumstances that such a salience
shift can be established by native-speakers’ judgments.

However, even when limiting context to minimum, we are still left with
the sentence itself. Could it be that any modification of a collocation would
give rise to meaning reanalysis i.e., salience shift (but recall example (12a)
above)? Indeed, Van de Voort and Vonk’s (1995) study on idioms found that
internal modification (e.g., he let the fat cat out of the bag) inhibits idiomatic
processing while external modification does not (e.g., he reluctantly let the
cat out of the bag). Note, however, that modification of an idiom or a
collocation is not simply a matter of syntax or the sentential position of the
modifier. Rather modification is influenced by the semantics of the modifier.
Due to the fact that Van de Voort and Vonk's experiments were conducted in
Dutch, the difference found between “external” and “internal” modification
could not be attributed to different sentential positions as both /atand
reluctantly followed the VERB immediately, leading the authors to conclude
that while "internal modification changes the meaning of part of the idiom,
external modification changes the overall meaning of the idiom" (Ibid.: 294).
Nonetheless, in order to ensure that the markers themselves cause a shift in
salience rather than their position and due to the fact that one of the markers
tested is licensed only in sentence final position, sentence fina/ position was
chosen to be the position in which all markers would appear in the
experiments of this study. Such a design ensures controlling of 'marker
position'.

In contrast, Katz and Ferretti (2003), who tested moment-by-moment
reading times for comprehension, placed /iterally speaking and proverbially
speaking in sentence /nitial position. Their study found that such explicit
markers or "introductory formulae" have a stronger influence in reducing
ambiguity associated with the meanings of unfamiliar proverbs than with
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familiar (i.e., conventionalized) ones. These results can be explained by the
graded salience hypothesis in that salient meanings of familiar proverbs are
expected to be figurative rather than literal. Taken together, these and Van
de Voort and Vonk’s (1995) findings show that external modification cannot
affect the idiomatic meaning of a familiar idiom. Indeed, on the basis of these
findings I expect that coded proverbial meaning will not be inhibited by
external modification regardless of position, i.e., whether the modifier appears
in initial, medial or sentence final position. Note, however, that Katz and
Ferreti's placing of their modifiers in sentence initial position may have invited
a discourse marking role for these markers rather than construing the
figurative vs. literal reading of the proverbs tested (i.e., affecting lexical
decision). A marker's position /s relevant if the position it appears in invites a
discourse marking role (for a general overview on Discourse Markers (DMs)
see Schourup 1999, for Hebrew see Maschler 2009).

While DMs, like low-salience markers, are explicit markers guiding
speakers' interpretations of utterances, DMs tend to "mark coherence
relations among discourse units, and cue the addressee to the appropriate
context (the preceding discourse of some extra-linguistic information) he is to
use when interpreting the utterance" (Ariel 1998: 223). While DMs are
expressions with sentential scope, low-salience markers of the kind tested
here appear in positions within the sentential structure, modifying internal
units such as NPs or VPs. Indeed, low-salience markers appear in sentential
positions that do not favor discourse marking, namely they appear in positions
other than sentence initial (Ariel, PC 9/3/10). In her discussion concerning the
role of the development of DMs in a theory of grammaticalization, Traugott
(1995) claimed that, in cases of growing syntactic freedom, an adverbial
phrase (consider be'emet) can become a sentential adverb and finally, a
discourse marker. In this way, the following adverbial cline is predicted:
Clause-internal Adverbial>Sentence Adverbial>Discourse Particle (or DM). It
thus follows that some low-salience markers (depending on their syntactic
characteristics) can behave both as low-salience markers and discourse
markers. Sentential position appears to be the key factor, perhaps among
other factors, in determining the role the marker takes in a given utterance.
However, this suggestion requires further research which is beyond the scope
of this study.’

4.1 Experiment 1

Method
Participants. Forty students of Tel Aviv University served as volunteer
participants. All of the participants were native speakers of Hebrew.

° It has been proposed that DMs can also carry instructions for how lexical meanings should
be understood, i.e., procedural properties. For a discussion of procedural properties of DMs,
see Sperber and Wilson (1993) and references therein, for such an analysis of some Hebrew
DMs see, among others, Ariel (1998) on harey and Ziv (1998) on kaze.
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Materials. Materials included 24 sentences or mini dialogues conveying
hardly any world knowledge and their minimal-pair counterparts, differing
only in that they include a marker in sentence/clause final position (/7 be
done with it in a day or two/I'll be done with it in a day or two, literally, She
s @ mother/She is a mother in the full sense of the word). The four
markers, literali, lo, bimlo muvan hamila and be'emet, were each added to 6
of the sentences or mini dialogues. All items were presented in isolation (see
Appendix A for all pairs and interpretations, in Hebrew).

Items were chosen on the basis of their polysemous nature. These
included conventionalized metaphors or idioms which have a salient figurative,
meaning as well as a less salient compositional one (1t is written black on
white — salient meaning: 'the message is stated in the clearest way/terms’;
less-salient meaning: 'written in black ink on white background'), SBUs (7
share in your loss — salient meaning: 'uttered with the purpose of ritually
expressing condolences'; less-salient meaning: 'a genuine sharing in the
burden of the loss'), phrases with compositional as well as non-compositional
meanings (/7 be done with it in a day or two — salient meaning: 'T will be
done with it in a short period of time'; less-salient meaning: 'T will be done
with it within 48 hours'), and words with a salient literal meaning which are
associated with figurative traits, (She is @ mother — salient meaning: 'she has
children'; less salient meaning: 'she is motherly and protective of her children
and many others').

Each item was followed by a 7 point scale which featured two different
interpretations — either salient or less salient — presented at each end of the
scale (salient meanings are indicated here with * for convenience, see
Appendix A for pairs and interpretations, in Hebrew):

Dana: I'll be done with it in a day or two

*Dana: I'll be Dana: I'll be
done with it done with it
in a short period within 48 hours
of time

Dana: I will be done with it in a day or two, literally

*Dana: I'll be Dana: I'll be
done with it done with it
in a short period within 48 hours
of time
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Dalit: She is a mother

Dalit: She is motherly *Dalit: She
and protective of her has children
children and many

others

Dalit: She is a mother in the full sense of the word

Dalit: She is motherly *Dalit: She
and protective of her has children
children and many

others

A pretest, establishing speakers' intuitions with respect to the meanings given
for each item, was conducted so as to ensure that salience ranking for each
pair was shared by native speakers. Though salience is an empirical concept
(i.e., salient meanings need to be established using on-line measurements)
the study reported here was limited to off-line measurements. The pretest
was run for all items, appearing without any markers. Twenty additional
participants that did not participate in the actual experiments were asked to
rank the proximity of the interpretation of the sentence to either of the
interpretations offered at the ends of the scale. Here too the two competing
interpretations were placed at opposing ends of a 7 point scale. A meaning
was considered salient if it received a mean score of 5 and above (7 being the
highest score) and 21 of the items chosen for the study met this requirement.
3 additional items for which one interpretation received a score lower than 5
but higher than 4 (a score above half) were also included making a total of 24.
Removing these three items from the analysis did not alter the trend of
results and they are included in subsequent results and discussion sections.

Two booklets were prepared so that each participant would be
presented only with one item of a pair, in such a manner that -/+ marker
items were counterbalanced across the booklets. Each booklet included 12
sentences without a marker, 12 sentences including a marker, and 6 filler
items, making a total of 30 sentences per booklet. Sides of salient
interpretation were counterbalanced across pairs of items.

Procedure. Participants were asked to rate, on a 7 point scale
(numbers did not appear on the scale), the proximity of the interpretation of
the sentence to either of the interpretations offered at the ends of the scale.
They were given two examples along with the instructions to ensure they
understood the assignment.

Results and discussion. Mean scores were calculated for each item and
each subject in both conditions (-/+ marker). Note that the end of the scale
which featured the salient meaning received a score of 7 and its opposite end,
featuring the less salient meaning, received a score of 1. Results are
presented in Figure 1. Results show that in the +marker condition, mean
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scores were lower, indicating low-salience (M=3.29, SE=0.29), compared to
mean scores obtained in the -marker condition (M=5.61, SE=0.18),
t1(23)=9.19, p<0.001. Results were significant in both item (#1) and subject
() analyses, £2(39)=19.78, p<0.001. These results support the low-salience
marking hypothesis. They show that, as predicted, comprehenders opted for
less salient meanings when presented with items including a marker
compared to the same items presented without markers.

Salience
N

(-)marker (+)marker

Figure 1: Meaning salience ratings in -/+ marker conditions (Experiment 1)
4.2 Experiment 2

The aim of Experiment 2 was to test the low-salience marking hypothesis in a
more constrained design such that allows a direct comparison between the
minimal pairs (same items with and without markers) tested in Experiment 1.
Unlike Experiment 1, in this experiment, minimal pairs were presented next to
each other. We expected this design to enlarge the difference found in
Experiment 1 between the scores obtained for items with and without
markers. Specifically, we wanted to test the hypothesis that the difference
between marked and unmarked items would be greater in Experiment 2,
compared to Experiment 1.

Method

Participants. Twenty Tel Aviv University students, all native Hebrew
speakers, who did not participate in experiment 1 served as volunteer
participants.

Materials. As in Experiment 1, only here the minimal pair items when
presented immediately one after the other so that participants saw both
versions of each item such that the —marker item always preceded the
+marker item. The presence of both conditions, -/+ marker next to each
other, was aimed at drawing closer attention to the markers and, as a
consequence, to the low-salience meanings that these cues call attention to,
expecting the latter to receive lower scores. Only one booklet was prepared,
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then, so that each participant saw all 24 pairs and additional 6 filler pairs (see
Appendix A for all pairs and interpretations, in Hebrew).

Procedure. Participants were asked to rate the proximity of the
interpretations of each sentence appearing in a minimal pair to either of the
interpretations offered at the ends of the scales. They were given one
example written along with the instructions to ensure they understood the
assignment.

Results and discussion. Mean scores were calculated for each item and
each subject in both conditions (-/+ marker). Note that the end of the scale
which featured the salient meaning received a score of 7 and its opposite end,
featuring the less salient meaning, received a score of 1. Results are
presented in Figure 2. They show that in the +marker condition, mean scores
were lower, indicating low-salience (M=2.63, SE=0.23), compared to mean
scores obtained in the -marker condition (M=5.99, SE=0.18), £1(23)=9.70,
p<0.001. Results were significant in both item (&) and subject (£) analyses,
£2(19)=15.26, p<0.001. These results support the low-salience marking
hypothesis. They show that, as predicted, comprehenders opted for less
salient meanings when presented with items including a marker compared to
the same items presented without markers.

Salience
N

(-)marker (+)marker

Figure 2: Meaning salience ratings in -/+ marker conditions (Experiment 2)

Comparing Experiment 1 and 2. The data were analyzed using ANOVAs,
with the variables of marker (-/+) and experiment (1/2). Results show a main
effect of marker (-/+) such that across the two experiments the +marker
items were ranked lower (M=2.96, SE=0.23) than the -marker items (M=5.80,
SE=0.16), A(1,23)=104.33, p<0.001. Additionally, there was an interaction
effect: FA(1,23)=18.64, p<0.001, indicating that the difference between the
scores items received in the +marker condition vs. the -marker condition was
larger in Experiment 2. As a means of following up on the interaction effect
pairwise comparisons were conducted. Results are presented in figure 3. They
show that while the scores in the -marker condition were /ower in Experiment
1 (M=5.61, SE=0.18) than in experiment 2 (M=5.99, SE=0.18), {23)= -2.50,
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p=0.02, the items in the +marker condition scored Aigherin Experiment 1
(M=3.29, SE=0.29) than in experiment 2 (M=2.63, SE=0.23), #{23)=2.90,
p=.008. Results for ANOVAs showed the same trends in both item (A) and
subject (/) analyses. For the subject analysis, the variable of

-/+ marker was treated as an within subject variable and the variable of
experiment (1/2) was treated as a between subjects variable; main effect of
marker (-/+): £2(1,58)=625.83, p<0.001, interaction effect: ~2(1,58)=21.01,
p<0.001. Results support the low-salience marking hypothesis. As expected,
the difference found in Experiment 2 between the scores obtained for items
with and without markers was larger than the difference found in Experiment
1. Importantly, as predicted, the presence of the makers in Experiment 2
drew attention to the low-salience meanings which received lower scores
compared to Experiment 1.

Salience
A

—

(-)marker (+)marker

‘D Experiment 1 @ Experiment 2

Figure 3: Meaning salience ratings in -/+ marker conditions in Experiments 1-2 (error
bars denote one standard error)

4.3 Considering additional processing models

Can other processing models explain these results? Consider, first, the
modular view of the mind (Fodor, 1983). According to this view, lexical access
is exhaustive: all the meanings of a stimulus are accessed initially, regardless
of context. What role, can, on this view, be assigned to markers such as
literali, lo, bimlo muvan hamila and be'emet and what would be their
predicted influence on the concepts they modify? Which processing
mechanism or procedure could explain the transition from all meanings to an
additionally intended meaning on the basis of the marker alone? Recall that it
has already been shown that speakers do not rely on the semantics of these
markers when processing their modified concepts (consider /iterally in English

18



or the fact that some items, which appeared with /iteraliin the experiments,
have no literal meaning whatsoever). If some sort or degree of hierarchy
among meanings does not exist, accounting for the results of the experiments
under this view does not seem possible.

At the other end of the spectrum is the direct access or interactionist
view (Bates 1999; Bates & MacWhinney 1989; MacWhinney 1987; Tabossi
1988; Tabossi et al. 1987; Vu, Kellas and Paul 1998) which considers context
effects to be temporally primary in language comprehension. According to this
view, rich and constraining contextual information interacts with lexical access
and selects contextually appropriate meanings exclusively. 1t follows that this
view would predict that such markers as tested here, which consititue another
contextual constraint, should mark meanings which are compatible with
context. The design of this study cannot tease apart the predictions of this
view and those of the graded salience hypothesis given that items were
presented outside of context. However, note that in many of the examples
presented in section 3, situational context did not favor one of the meanings,
in other words, more than one meaning could have been considered
contextually appropriate.

An additional theory which is specific to polysemy is the
Underspecification Model (Frisson and Pickering 2001) which predicts that for
words with multiple senses only the underspecified meaning (i.e., compatible
with all senses established in someone's lexicon) is activated initially. After
this underspecified meaning has been used to assign a semantic meaning,
context helps to home-in on the contextually appropriate sense. It is unclear
how the model would account for the fact that the sole use of a marker would
give rise to a new sense assignment given that items were presented outside
of context. The results obtained cannot be accounted for by this model. In
addition, the model does not take into account that no context is also context,
i.e., that in minimal context or isolation (such as in the -marker condition)
participants showed preference for one meaning of a polysemous concept
over the other. The graded salience hypothesis alone can account for the
findings of experiment 1 and 2.

5. Additional empirical findings

5.1 tartey masma — double meaning

Another marker I wish to discuss here is tartey masma (lit. 'double meaning'
or 'double entendre'). A Google search (see section 5.2) revealed that despite

its semantics, tartey masmais not used in lexical ambiguity cases; rather in
instances of polysemy.'° Like /iterally, the semantics of tartey masma can be

191 two cases the marker was used to draw attention to a syntactic ambiguity such as in the
following: Fall in love in Aladin, tartey masma [ Aladin refers here to a restaurant in Yaffa,
S.G.]. The sentence can be read in the following ways: 1) Aladin is a restaurant which creates
a romantic *falling in love” atmosphere, i.e., the person with whom we dine there will become
the object of our love; 2) Aladin is a restaurant that one can fall in love with (in Hebrew the
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misleading. Naturalistic data reveal that the marker does not simply draw
attention to two meanings without distinguishing between them; rather it
draws attention to the less salient one. Below I discuss a number of naturally
occurring instances which demonstrate that tartey masma is a low-salience
marker. Consider, first, the following:

19. Speaker A: I lost 5 kilos.
Speaker B: I noticed.
Speaker A: So why didn't you say anything?
Speaker B: I didn't want to compliment you Selo titfesi taxat, tartey
masma. (Y.M. 23/11/2010, my translation S.G.)

In this example Speaker B utters the crude idiomatic phrase selo titfesi
taxat (literally: 'So that you won't catch an ass/won't gain weight';
idiomatically: 'so that you don't think too highly of yourself'). Using this
phrase in its salient, idiomatic meaning is appropriate given that speaker B
refrained from complimenting speaker A. By adding tartey masma to the
phrase, speaker B draws attention to the applicability of another meaning, a
less salient meaning which is a/so contextually appropriate and, more
importantly, strongly supported by context; 'so that your ass won't grow'/'so
that you won't gain weight' as one would catch a cold in English or in Hebrew
litfos tnuma which means 'catch a nap'. Note that this meaning is also a non-
literal one, as speaker A is not going to catch anyone else's ass.!! However
tartey masma can call attention to less salient, literal meanings of idioms, as
in the following:

20. hi hizmina pastaim Sokolad ve-
she ordered pasta with chocolate, and-
hu lo yada eix le-exol et ze, tartey masma.
he neg. know how to-eat it double meaning.
'She ordered pasta with chocolate and he didn't know what to do about it,
double entendre [how to eat it]'. (L.L. 25/11/2009)

Example (20) was uttered by an acquaintance recounting a date, a friend of
hers had gone out on. While out at a restaurant that friend ordered pasta
with chocolate and her date /o yada eix le‘exol et ze, (literally: '(He) did not
know how to eat it'; idiomatic and salient meaning: '(He) did not know what
to do about it'/'did not know how to cope (with it)"). Clearly, in this case the
less salient, here literal meaning was also contextually appropriate and hence
the speaker marked it, using tartey masma. Like all of the markers discussed
in section 3, tartey masma is not limited to drawing attention to literal
meanings of figurative language, but rather to any less salient meaning, be it
literal or figurative. Example (21) is the title of a newspaper article:

same preposition would be used, be), i.e., the restaurant itself will become the object of our
love.

1 1 addition to their idiomatic and literal meanings, idioms can have figurative, non idiomatic,
meanings. See also example 4 above.
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21. Green dollars, tartey masma.
(http://www.nrg.co.il/online/1/ART1/001/558.html retrieved 30/12/2009)

It was followed by the lead: "Billions of dollars a year — that’s the extent of
the industry of environment friendly products and services in the United Sates
alone. Companies interested in a piece of the pie are beginning to endorse
greenish values". Note that in Hebrew, nouns precede adjectives and that
dolarim yerukim (literally: Dollars green) is taken to mean 'their color is green'
(yerukim on its own is metonymic and means ‘dollars’ in Hebrew). In this
example, tartey masma calls attention to the fact that these dollars are also
‘environmentally friendly' in that they are being spent on products and
services that are, figuratively, green, i.e., 'mindful of the environment'. Finally,
consider (22):

22. What a pleasure. What's the date today? Three more days till the month
ends and I get out of the shelter. I get out of the shelter. 7artey masma.
(Talmor, 1999: 65, my translation S.G.)

The person thinking these thoughts is a woman who has been renting an air-
raid shelter where she keeps her self-made ceramics. When her husband
leaves her, she decides to clear out his at-home studio so as to make room
for her ceramics and save the money she was spending on rent. She is thus
leaving the shelter both physically and emotionally, as she will no longer keep
herself or her work in hiding. By adding tartey masma the writer draws the
readers' attention to this duality; it is the less salient, emotional reading,
which now becomes clear. Note that the salient, physical reading has already
been accessed at this point.

In order to further demonstrate that tartey masma is a low-salience
marker, drawing attention to less salient meanings rather than to meanings
with similar salience, a controlled experiment was conducted (5.2).

5.2 Google search based experiment

Using naturally occurring examples as the basis for an experiment provides us
with the opportunity to test the way tartey masma modifies the concept
within its scope. Does the marker draw attention to two meanings that are
equally salient or is it utilized to invite a less salient meaning? One way of
ascertaining that tartey masma calls for a less salient meaning is to test its
effect in isolation. Specifically, items originally appearing in supportive
contexts, will now be presented in isolation, that is, without any specific
context and without the marker. A preference on part of the participants
towards one of two meanings that will be offered would be telling about
which of them is more salient. If items outside of context have a preferred
meaning, this would support the claim, made on the basis of naturally
occurring examples, that fartey masma cues a less salient meaning (5.1). If
however, items in isolation receive mid-scale scores this would indicate that
tartey masma is used to call attention to meanings similar in salience.
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Method

Participants. Ten students of Tel Aviv University, all native speakers of
Hebrew, served as volunteer participants.

Materials. Materials included 32 sentences, mini phrases or words, all
found through a Google search and appearing, originally, in the scope of the
marker tartey masma. For the purpose of the experiment, items were
presented in isolation and without a marker (Green dollars, Big singer,
Discovering America). The items were compiled in the following manner: A
Google search was conducted of tartey masma (in Hebrew, as is, no
parenthesis). Because tartey masma is also used in Hebrew to refer to "cross
word puzzles", all of these uses were ignored. The first 32 items that fit the
following criterion were chosen for the experiment: At least two distinct
meanings for the phrase/word in the scope of the marker needed to be
identified. Cases where only one meaning was clear (i.e., where the context
was not strong enough to allow spelling out at least two meanings or when
the context did not provide resonance with both meanings) were discarded.
Two interpretations were prepared for each item on the basis of the context
found in the search. Each item was followed by a 7 point scale which featured
these two interpretations at its ends. Presentation at the scale’s ends was
random (see Appendix B for all items and interpretation and Appendix C for
all contexts and URLSs, in Hebrew):

Who controls the steering wheel?

Who grasps the wheel Who is in charge?
in his hands?

Procedure. The participants were asked to rate, on a 7 point scale
(with no indication of numerals) the proximity of the interpretation of the
phrase/word/sentence to either of the interpretations offered at the ends of
the scale. They were given two examples along with the instructions to
ensure they understood the assignment.

Results and discussion. Mean scores were calculated for each item and
subject. Once a preference was indicated, this choice determined which of the
scale’s ends received the highest-score (7) so that scores could be converted
in the following manner: From 1 to 7, 2 to 6 and so on. The key point was to
determine which items received mean scores of 4. Recall that if items did not
receive such a score they indicated a preference.

Results show that out of 32 items, only 3 received scores ranging
between 4 to 4.9. These were the only cases in which a preferred meaning
could not be obtained. Still, even when these 3 cases were included in the
analysis, the mean scores obtained were significantly higher (M=5.97,
SE=0.15) than an average of 4, #1(31)=13.37, p<0.001, £(9)=21.09,
p<0.001. These findings, then, show that the items in question were not
balanced but had a preferred (salient) meaning and a less preferred one.
Given this salience imbalance, it follows that fartey masma could only call
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attention to meanings that were not similar in salience. In other words, when
the items appeared in their natural settings, the marker drew attention to the
less preferred meaning, i.e., the less salient meaning, which could be
appropriate, but did not get otherwise activated.

6. General discussion

The aim of this study was to offer an answer to the following question: How
can speakers direct addressees' attention to alternative meanings of words or
phrases uttered in discourse? Throughout this study, this pragmatic question
has been dealt with in cognitive terms, focusing on lexical access. In the
event that a salient meaning, accessed automatically, is appropriate in a given
context, no further processing is necessary (Giora 1997, 2003). In other
words, less-salient but potentially appropriate meanings are not expected to
get activated immediately (if at all) resulting in possible misunderstanding,
particularly when dealing with polysemous concepts. Looking at naturally
occurring examples revealed that speakers resort to MARKing additional
meanings. In this way, literali be'emet, bimlo muvan hamila ,/o and tartey
masma are utilized by speakers to draw attention to less-salient meanings.
The prediction that linguistic cues can be used to explicitly direct attention to
intended meaning(s) that may be lost in comprehension on account of being
less-salient was tested here. The low-salience marking hypothesis further
predicts that on encountering the aforementioned markers, addressees'
attention would shift towards the less salient meaning of a concept. Two off-
line experiments and a corpus-based study were designed to test this low-
salience marking hypothesis.

In the two off-line experiments, participants were presented with
sentences followed by a 7 point scale with different plausible (salient and low-
salience) interpretations instantiated at each end of the scale. Participants
were asked to rate the proximity of the interpretations presented at the
scale’s ends to the interpretation of the given sentence. Sentences were
presented in isolation, that is, outside of a specific context, and either
included a marker or not. This design ensured that the effect of the markers
themselves was tested. Lab results of Experiments 1 & 2 support the low-
salience marking hypothesis, as predicted by the graded salience hypothesis.

1. The markers tested (/iterali, be'emet, bimlo muvan hamila and /o) drew
attention to less salient meanings.

2. On encountering these markers, addressees' attention was drawn to
meanings low in salience.

The aim of the corpus based study was to ascertain whether the
marker tartey masma calls attention to two meanings that are equally salient
(as may be deduced from the marker's semantics, lit. 'double meaning') or,
whether, as naturalistic data suggested throughout, it too draws attention to
a less salient meaning. All the materials in this study were based on naturally
occurring examples in which, originally, the marker appeared to be modifying
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a given concept. The procedure of this test followed that of Experiment 1 and
2. However, here, sentences did not include the marker in order to test if one
of the two interpretations was favored. Results show that participants opted
for only one of the two meanings, indicating its salience. It thus follows that
in the naturally occurring cases, in which concepts were modified by tartey
masma, the marker was used to draw attention to the other meaning, the
less-salient meaning, as it is this meaning which required marking.

Taken together, lab results and examples from natural data show that
speakers can, and do, explicitly mark additional meanings of phrases and
words that make up part of their intended meaning by adding these markers
to their utterances. Results collected from off-line experiments and studies of
naturally occurring discourse, lend further support to the psychological reality
of salience as a force in language comprehension and production.

Further studies are needed to test on-line processing of these markers
and their effects on phrases and words modified while these are being
processed. Such studies could use lexical decision techniques to tap initial
stages of lexical access of concepts in -/+ marker conditions, testing whether
markers speed up activation of less salient meanings.
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Appendix A: Item pairs and interpretations (Experiment 1 & 2)
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Appendix B: Items and interpretations (Google search experiment)
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